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EXAMINER'S ANSWER 



This is in response to the appeal brief filed 12/05/05 appealing from the Office action 
mailed 04/05/05. 
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(1) Real Party in Interest 

A statement identifying by name the real party in interest is contained in the brief. 

(2) Related Appeals and Interferences 

The examiner is not aware of any related appeals, interferences, or judicial 
proceedings which will directly affect or be directly affected by or have a bearing on the 
Board's decision in the pending appeal. 

(3) Status of Claims 

The statement of the status of claims contained in the brief is correct. 

(4) Status of Amendments After Final 

The appellant's statement of the status of amendments after final rejection 
contained in the brief is correct. 

(5) Summary of Claimed Subject Matter 

The summary of claimed subject matter contained in the brief is correct. 

(6) Grounds of Rejection to be Reviewed on Appeal 

The appellant's statement of the grounds of rejection to be reviewed on appeal is 
correct. 

(7) Claims Appendix 

The copy of the appealed claims contained in the Appendix to the brief is correct. 

(8) Evidence Relied Upon 

5,715,798 BACON ETAL 2-1998 

4,817,997 INGRAM 4-1989 



Application/Control Number: 10/782,834 



Art Unit: 3747 



Page 3 



(9) Grounds of Rejection 

The following ground(s) of rejection are applicable to the appealed claims: 
See the Final Rejection dated 4/05/05. 

(10) Response to Argument 

The Appellant's arguments center entirely around the reference Bacon in that 
Appellant asserts that the reference does not contain the elements of the claims and 
that the examiner is using the same element in the reference to meet several different 
elements of the claims. This is not the case. 

The examiner has used the conduit formed by the sides of element (50) in Bacon 
as applicant's "mount conduit (25)" and has not attempted to use this particular element 
in any other way. The examiner has used element (59) of Bacon as applicant's 
"connection opening (31)" and has used the Bacon seal (54) as applicant's "mount 
element (41)". Thus, there should be no doubt that these elements of applicant's claims 
are individually present in Bacon and that element (50) is not being used three times as 
asserted in the applicant's arguments. Of course, Appellant may wish to respond that 
the mounting element in Bacon is not located in the connection opening as required by 
Claim 4, but an examination of the Appellant's Figure 3 shows that Appellant's mounting 
element (41) is actually slightly above his connection opening (31) and, more 
importantly, is less "in" the connection opening (31) than the mounting element (seal 
(54)) of Bacon. In particular, the identified mounting element (54) within Bacon is 
actually "in" element (59) (identified by the examiner as applicant's "connection 
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opening") since the sides of that element clearly rise above the bottom of the seal (54). 
It should also be noted that Appellant is not claiming that the mounting element is totally 
contained within the connection opening and, as noted above, his disclosure would not 
support such a claim. Finally, Claim 4 also claims a "mount fitting (28)", but an 
examination of Appellant's disclosure indicates that this element is merely the exterior of 
the "mount conduit (25)" and, since the element (50) of Bacon has both an interior and 
an exterior surface as well, these elements are also present in Bacon. 

Similar problems exist regarding Appellant's "shoulder" arguments. With regard 
to the lower shoulder of the claims, this element is clearly shown in Bacon as the 
projection on element (59). This shoulder is clearly in what the examiner has identified 
as the "connection opening". The upper shoulder in Bacon is element (57) which is a 
projection on element (50). The Appellant may wish to argue that the upper shoulder is 
not in the connection opening (as required by the claims), but the Appellant's upper 
shoulder is also somewhat above the connection opening. 

Lastly, Appellant asserts that the applied art does not teach having the mounting 
element engage the mounting groove of the outlet fitting in detent fashion. The 
secondary reference to Ingram however clearly teaches a pump outlet having the 
claimed grooves and engaging a line in this manner. Bacon also teaches a fitting (42) 
including grooves that are similar to the Ingram grooves. Thus, it would have been 
obvious to use this type of outlet fitting on the pump outlet of Bacon and have the seal 
of Bacon engage this fitting in a fluid-tight manner to avoid any fuel leakage. 



Application/Control Number: 10/782,834 



Page 5 



Art Unit: 3747 

(11) Related Proceeding(s) Appendix 

No decision rendered by a court or the Board is identified by the examiner in the 
Related Appeals and Interferences section of this examiner's answer. 

For the above reasons, it is believed that the rejections should be sustained. 



Respectfully submitted, 




Carl S. Miller 
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